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with a Rural Development loan was worried that, because her income had increased slightly during 
the past year, the interest rate on her mortgage (and therefore her overall mortgage payment) would 
go up at the next income evaluation.  Rural Development re-evaluates participant incomes every two 
years because the interest rate is based in part on the borrower’s level of income.  The participant 
explained that she was already using her extra income to pay her monthly $200 fuel bill and could not 
afford to pay any more toward her mortgage.  At the time of interview, she said that she was 
exploring the possibility of switching to a different lender that she understood offered a fixed one 
percent mortgage rate.   

Another participant noted that after he had moved into his condominium, he experienced a $30 
increase in his condominium fees and other miscellaneous fees.  With an interest rate of 5.5 percent, 
he was interested in learning how to refinance at a lower rate.  Another participant also commented 
that making the monthly payments could be challenging.  Her husband has been on disability for a 
year and she recently stopped working. With six children, she said that it would be very difficult for 
her family to make ends meet. 

Lessons Learned 

NHHFA staff attributed the success of the HVP to a combination of factors.  The executive director 
noted the importance of having a team of dedicated and skilled staff.  She added that the agency’s low 
staff turnover rate contributes to the program’s continuity.  Program staff cited their strong network of 
partnerships with counseling and lending agencies throughout the state as a key to the program’s 
successful implementation.  Both staff and their partners agreed that providing strong pre-and post-
purchase counseling services has also been a factor in the program’s success. 

NHHFA staff said that the 2003 HUD counseling grant was a critical resource for the program.  With 
these funds, the agency was able to hire a homeownership counselor and develop pre-and post-
purchase counseling materials.  Staff noted that, since many voucher participants have credit and 
financial issues, it is important that NHHFA provide intensive individual counseling and support.  
NHHFA staff are concerned that HUD will reduce funding for housing counseling grants in the 
future. 

Program staff also reported that they are concerned about HUD’s commitment to funding the housing 
voucher program.  If HUD were to reduce voucher program funding, NHHFA would need to limit the 
resources dedicated to the HVP.  Finally, they expressed the opinion that HUD should make voucher 
homeownership a greater priority by providing more administrative funds for housing agencies that 
offer the homeownership option. 
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Pinellas County, Florida 

Voucher Homeownership Program at a Glance:  Pinellas County, Florida 

Total Size of PHA Housing Choice Voucher Programa 2,700 

Number of Active VHO Participants 16 
(Not including those who have closed) 

Total Number of Home Purchases 27 

Average VHO Participant Incomea $15,315 

Average HCV Household Incomea $10,667 

Number of Foreclosures 0 

Current Number of Delinquent Payments or Mortgages in Default 0 

Other Sources of Assistance for Purchasers HOME, FHLB, Tampa Bay CDCd 

Market Characteristics 
Range of Purchased Houseb Prices $30,000 to $141,000 
Area Median House Valuec $137,900 

Unless otherwise indicated, the information for this table was collected during the site visit. 

aSource: HUD Resident Characteristics Report. 

bBased on a sample of 10 purchasers. 

cSource: 2004 American Community Survey. 

dSee Financing Model section in this case study for descriptions of these programs. 


Introduction 

The Pinellas County Housing Authority (PCHA) administers approximately 2,700 housing choice 
vouchers in Pinellas County, Florida, a suburban portion of the Tampa/St. Petersburg metropolitan 
area. PCHA operates the voucher homeownership program jointly with Partners for Self-Sufficiency 
(PSS), a non-profit case management organization devoted to serving public housing and housing 
choice voucher participants in Pinellas County. 

PCHA and PSS began offering the voucher homeownership option in 2000 exclusively to participants 
in PCHA’s Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program.  As of October 2005, 27 FSS participants had 
purchased homes through the program.  Twenty-five of those participants currently receive voucher 
assistance.  One purchaser experienced an increase in income and did not need the voucher assistance 
to purchase; she no longer receives voucher assistance.  Another purchaser was terminated from the 
program for non-compliance with voucher program rules.  There have been no defaults or 
foreclosures so far, and staff are optimistic about the program’s success.  Program staff have not set 
official goals for the size of the voucher homeownership program, but aim for one purchase per 
month. 

Interviews with program staff and a sample of purchasers suggest that the key to this program’s 
success is its streamlined approach.  Clear policies and protocols combined with a simple 
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administrative structure (one representative from the housing authority and one representative from 
PSS) result in smooth daily operations.  

Housing Market Conditions 

Pinellas County is a suburban county covering approximately 280 square miles.  The county has 24 
unincorporated municipalities, including a dozen or so beach towns.  Areas along the coast and in the 
northeastern part of the county are largely unaffordable for program purchasers.  The southern part of 
the county is the most affordable.   

Overall, Pinellas County has one of the more affordable housing markets among the 10 sites in this 
study, but housing prices have increased significantly during the past four years.  In 2000, the median 
house value in Pinellas County was $85,600, approximately 23 percent lower than the national 
median. By 2004, the median house value had increased by 61 percent to $137,900, just 10 percent 
lower than the national median.64  Based on a sample of 10 purchasers, the average price of homes 
purchased by program participants was $90,550, with a range of $30,000 to $141,000.   

As shown in the chart below, according to the American Community Survey, approximately 55 
percent of owner-occupied units in 2004 were valued at $150,000 or less.  According to program 
staff, house prices in Pinellas County have increased by another 30 to 40 percent since 2004, making 
it almost impossible for voucher program participants to purchase homes with three or more 
bedrooms within current payment standards anywhere in the county.  Although most participants 
qualify for approximately $120,000 in loans based on the number of bedrooms for which they qualify, 
most end up purchasing one- or two-bedroom single-family homes that cost approximately $80,000, 
because they cannot find larger units that are affordable with a voucher.  The housing stock in 
Pinellas County consists largely of older homes, manufactured homes and low-rise condominium 
buildings developed for a market of retired singles and couples, making smaller and more affordable 
units relatively plentiful.   

Home Values in 
Pinellas County, FL 2000 2004 

Less than $50k 
$50k to $99k 

$100k to $149k 
$150k to $199k 

$200k to 299k 
300k and above 

57,429 19.5% 
121,916 41.5% 

56,041 19.1% 
25,849 8.8% 

18,384 6.3% 
14,250 4.8% 

32,231 11.0% 
62,304 21.3% 

66,126 22.6% 
52,238 17.9% 

40,314 13.8% 
39,070 13.4% 

Total 293,869 100.0% 292,283 100.0% 

Sources: 2000 data are from the 2000 Census; 2004 data are from the American 
Community Survey 

Data from the 2000 Census and 2004 American Community Survey 

Voucher Homeownership Study:  Pinellas County, Florida Case Study 114 

64 



Program staff described the quality of the housing bought by program participants as “average” and 
said that most homes need some work but are generally well built. Major shopping centers, 
restaurants and other amenities are accessible throughout the area.  There are few pockets of poverty 
in Pinellas County, and program staff report that program participants generally purchase in middle-
class neighborhoods that are slightly better than where they were renting. 

Program Development 

PCHA management staff started the homeownership program in 2000.  The current program staff 
interviewed for this case study were not part of the program design and start-up phase and were not 
able to comment on design issues, such as the decision to restrict the program to FSS participants. 

Program Management, Staffing, and Partnerships 

From the beginning of the program until mid-2004, the housing authority designated one staff 
member to administer all aspects of the program, including counseling.  In August 2004, PCHA 
signed a two-year contract with PSS for the counseling activities associated with the voucher 
homeownership program.65  At the same time, PSS also took over administration of other aspects of 
PCHA’s FSS program.  Housing authority staff were familiar with PSS because PSS works with 
several different local counseling programs in which some PCHA clients had participated. 

PSS is a non-profit agency that administers self-sufficiency programs to voucher and public housing 
residents in Pinellas County. PSS administers the FSS program for the St. Petersburg and Clearwater 
Housing Authorities as well as PCHA, and coordinates counseling programs offered by local 
nonprofit organizations in the area.  The agency’s offices and six employees are located in the 
housing authority’s main building.  The staff is made up of three FSS case managers, one FSS 
coordinator, the Executive Director, and the Assistant Director.  The FSS coordinator is also the 
homeownership counselor and the only PSS staff member who works on the voucher homeownership 
program.   

PCHA and PSS now administer the homeownership program jointly.  PCHA’s staff person is 
responsible for managing client files, calculating the amount of the housing assistance payment 
(HAP), arranging for Housing Quality Standards (HQS) inspections, and conducting annual 
recertifications. PSS conducts outreach and recruitment for the voucher homeownership program 
from among their FSS clients and coordinates the provision of homebuyer education by three HUD 
approved counseling agencies. PSS also conducts lender outreach and reviews and approves the 
financing terms of each purchase. 

At the time of the site visit in October 2005, PCHA was undergoing significant transitions in staffing.  
At the senior management level, PCHA’s rental voucher program was being managed by the Housing 
Choice Voucher Manager from the St. Petersburg Housing Authority, and the Deputy Director of the 
St. Petersburg Housing Authority was acting as the Deputy Director of both housing authorities.  In 
addition, three different PCHA staff members had administered the voucher homeownership program 
during the previous year: the original administrator, who ran the program from inception to December 
2004; the interim administrator, who ran the program from January 2005 to August 2005; and the 

PSS staff interviewed were not able to provide details on the financial arrangements under this contract. 
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current administrator, who took over in August 2005.  She is responsible for a full caseload of 
voucher participants in the rental program (more than 400) in addition to the 25 homeowners.  The 
increase in her workload has been tremendously stressful, especially because she is paid on an hourly 
basis—clocking in and out each day and is not paid for any overtime.  She estimated that she spends 
about 10 hours per week on homeownership activities, while the PSS staff member who works on the 
homeownership program spends all of her time on it.  Neither staff member received any training 
from the outgoing homeownership coordinators, and both are still “learning on the job.” 

Although the lack of continuity in the management and staffing of the voucher homeownership 
program has not affected the pace of purchases, it has been frustrating for PCHA and its partners.  A 
representative from American Home Mortgage, one of the lending institutions that has worked with 
program participants, commented that the constant staff turnover has made her not want to work with 
this program.  She is unable to build relationships with PCHA staff members and is therefore unable 
to market her services effectively to prospective clients.  In general, building lender relationships has 
been a key challenge for PCHA’s program.  Although the FSS coordinator has a few contacts at 
banks in the area, the program has no formal lender partners who are committed to working with 
voucher homeownership participants and program staff over the long term. 

Program Design 

Targeting and Outreach 

In order to qualify for PCHA’s voucher homeownership program, applicants must: 

•	 Have rented through PCHA’s voucher program for at least one year and have met all 
program requirements (such as paying rent on time); 

•	 Be enrolled in FSS for at least a year and making progress toward their FSS goals;  

•	 Meet the program income and employment guidelines; and 

•	 Have established checking and savings accounts and regularly deposit money into the 
savings account. 

All FSS participants who have been part of the FSS program for at least one year are eligible to be 
considered for homeownership.  PCHA’s FSS program currently has about 80 participants and 
another 73 on the waiting list.  FSS participants learn about the homeownership program primarily 
through their FSS caseworkers, but the housing authority also distributes flyers and sends letters to 
potential candidates. Though the program does not specifically target certain groups of participants, 
program staff do not want to enroll participants who have barriers that would prevent them from 
being good homeowners, such as inability to hold a job because they are caring for sick or disabled 
children or relatives.  

Typically, an FSS caseworker will refer a client to the FSS coordinator, who reviews the client’s file 
and interviews the client. The referral takes place when the caseworker thinks the client is ready to 
pursue homeownership.  In reviewing the client’s file and conducting the interview, the FSS 
coordinator generally looks for the desire to own a home, ability to handle the responsibility, and 
progress toward the goals the client set when she started the FSS program.  Most clients’ goals 
include homeownership, but also becoming employed full-time and getting off public assistance, 
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including Food Stamps and TANF.  The housing authority has a five-year time limit for FSS 
participation, so most clients work toward the same goals but progress at different rates.  Some clients 
may have barely passed the one-year mark but are ready for homeownership, while others may have 
been part of the FSS program for five years and still are not ready. 

During the first meeting, the FSS coordinator describes the rules of the homeownership program and 
the family’s obligations under that program.  Homeowners must continue to contact the housing 
authority with all income or household changes, they must continue to comply with all voucher 
program rules, they are responsible for finding their own lender and real estate agent, and they are 
responsible for all maintenance and repairs to the property they buy. 

Applicants sign a series of agreements and disclosures in order to participate in the program, 
including a form specifying that they have 120 days from the time their loan in pre-approved to close 
on a property.  Most voucher homeownership participants close within 30 days of pre-approval.   

Homeownership Counseling 

PSS has formal partnerships with three HUD-approved agencies that provide free (or very low-cost) 
homeownership counseling to low-income homebuyers in the Pinellas County/Tampa Bay area: 
Tampa Bay Community Development Corporation (CDC) Homebuyers Club, Clearwater 
Neighborhood Counseling Services, and St. Petersburg Neighborhood Housing Center.  
Representatives from these agencies also sit on PSS’s Management Advisory Committee.  
Counseling is available to any low- to moderate-income resident of the county interested in 
purchasing a home.  Potential homebuyers in the voucher homeownership program choose the 
counseling agency that is most convenient to where they live or where they would like to purchase.  
The majority of purchasers choose to go to the Tampa Bay CDC Homebuyers Club. 

Classes are held in group settings that cover two general topics: budgeting and homeownership.  In 
the budgeting classes, participants learn about saving, good faith estimates, earnest money, closing 
costs, maintenance, and repairs.  In the homeownership classes, which are free for voucher 
homeownership participants, prospective homebuyers learn about working with lenders, the 
preapproval process, the housing market, working with real estate agents, predatory lending, HQS 
inspections, mortgages, and the settlement process.  Voucher homeownership participants must attend 
eight hours of budgeting classes and eight hours of homeownership classes.  Classes are offered year 
round at all-day seminars or in two-hour segments over four weeks.  Completing classes at these 
agencies also qualifies participants for downpayment and closing cost assistance offered through the 
county. 

After participants complete homebuyer counseling, they may need a few hours of one-on-one 
financial counseling before meeting with a lender.  The FSS coordinator works informally with these 
clients to clean up their credit until they can be pre-approved for a loan.  In some cases, she refers 
clients back to one of the counseling agencies.  All three agencies offer a limited number of one-on-
one sessions, in addition to group counseling.   

Home Search and Inspections 

The program maintains a list of a few real estate agents who are willing to work with voucher 
homeownership participants, but leaves agent selection up to clients.  Sometimes lenders refer clients 
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to real estate agents they have worked with before.  Focus group participants noted that they found 
real estate agents on their own, either by looking through the newspaper or through word of mouth.  
They also report finding homes on their own.  A few said that they found a home before finding a real 
estate agent. 

When participants find a property that they are interested in purchasing, program staff set up the HQS 
inspection. Generally, homes do not pass the first inspection.  Program staff encourage participants to 
attend the HQS inspection and then help schedule the independent inspection.  Sellers complete 
necessary repairs on homes, which are typically minor and include replacing smoke alarms, locks or 
windows, and fixing tripping hazards.  Once the home passes the HQS inspection, participants sign a 
purchase agreement and go to closing. 

Most participants purchase single-family detached homes.  Focus group participants had purchased 
homes between 2001 and 2003 and none found the home search process difficult.  However, due to 
higher housing prices all participants noted that they could never find the same type or quality of 
home in the current housing market. 

Lenders 

After completing homebuyer counseling, participants choose a lender.  Though the FSS coordinator 
has a few contacts at banks in the area, participants usually choose their own lenders, often going to 
the bank where they have checking or savings accounts.  Participants work with lenders on their own 
and notify program staff when they are pre-approved for a mortgage.  Lenders often take a 
participant’s application over the phone.  A representative from American Home Mortgage explained 
that she immediately pulls the applicant’s credit report and checks his or her eligibility for various 
assistance programs after speaking with the applicant for the first time.  She sends a package to the 
applicant with the information needed for pre-approval.  The PCHA program then gives participants 
120 days to close on a home. 

The lack of formal partnerships with lending agencies has been a key challenge for the program. 
Because of staff transitions and limited outreach to local banks, finding lenders willing to work with 
participants has been difficult for participants. The bank representatives interviewed seemed willing 
to work with families using vouchers to purchase but found the length of time it takes participants to 
go through the PCHA’s homeownership voucher program challenging.  Lender representatives 
explained that many times they can identify potential voucher program homebuyers early in the 
process. However, because of the length of the FSS waiting list and the requirement to be enrolled in 
the FSS program for at least a year, banks are forced to wait months or even years for a good client to 
be “ready” to meet with a lender.  This frustrates lenders and discourages them from conducting 
outreach to clients unless they are already in the voucher homeownership program, even though one 
of the lenders interviewed reports that she can identify good candidates for the homeownership 
program before program staff can. 

Another source of frustration for lenders is the constant staff changes at the PCHA voucher 
homeownership program.  Lenders had developed relationships with the original program staff, but 
for the past year no one from the housing authority or PSS has reached out to them.  The bank 
representatives interviewed said that they did not even know the names of the current staff 
administering the homeownership program. 

Voucher Homeownership Study:  Pinellas County, Florida Case Study 118 



Focus group participants worked with a variety of lenders and all reported positive experiences.  They 
described finding lenders by using the bank where they have savings and checking accounts, through 
word of mouth, or by using the bank closest to their home.  All mentioned being pleasantly surprised 
when they found out how large a mortgage they could qualify for with a voucher. 

Financing Model 

PCHA’s voucher homeownership program uses the HAP as income model.  Until September 2005, 
the housing authority sent the HAP directly to the homeowner, who then sent a mortgage payment to 
the bank. However, there have been many problems with this method, among them that the housing 
authority was not notified when homeowners missed or were late on their mortgage payments.  
Beginning in September 2005, the housing authority started sending the HAP checks directly to 
lenders. Program staff hope to work with homeowners and lenders already in the program to 
transition them to this two-payment system.  They also are planning to develop a notification system 
so that the housing authority is told when the homeowner’s share of the payment is missed. 

The majority of purchasers use 
Sample Purchase Transaction:  Pinellas County, Florida conventional lending products, but some 

purchasers had Federal Housing 
Administration (FHA) loans and one 
purchaser had a loan from the Department 

Buyer’s Annual Income: 
Purchase Date: 
Costs to Buyer: 

− Purchase Price: 

$12,300 (as of 12/30/2004) 
5/2/2003 

$75,500 
of Veterans Affairs.  Program rules − Closing Costs: $2,282 

prohibit balloon payments, adjustable rate Sources of Financing: 

mortgages, and two mortgage 80/20 
loans, which divide the amount financed 

−  1st Mortgage: 
− Deferred Loans: 
− Buyer Cash Down: 

$71,892 (6.9%, 30 yrs) 
$4,450 (0%, 5 yrs deferred) 
$2,233 

between two mortgages (the first for 80 − Seller-Paid Taxes: $106 

percent of the cost of the property, and Monthly Mortgage Payments: 

the second for twenty percent) but require 
the buyer to pay a higher interest rate on 

− Total PITI: 
− HAP to offset PITI: 
− Buyer’s PITI portion: 

$619 
$381 
$238 

the smaller mortgage.  Typical − Buyer’s share of 

homebuyers take out mortgages with 
fixed rates for 30 years.   

PITI as a percent of 
gross monthly income: 23% 

Homebuyers are required to put at least $500 of their own money toward a downpayment, and 
sometimes they pay as much as $1,500.  Although more than half of FSS participants have escrow 
accounts with balances ranging from $24 to $2,000, participants typically do not use these funds to 
help pay for the house they purchase because they are able to access downpayment and closing cost 
assistance from several community programs (described below).  Instead, they use the escrowed 
funds to pay off debt, buy cars, go back to school, or build savings. 

Various downpayment and closing cost assistance programs are available to voucher homeownership 
participants, providing modest assistance (three to seven percent of the home price) that varies 
according to the purchaser’s income and the price of the home.  Most homebuyers receive 
downpayment or closing cost assistance through the Pinellas County Board of Commissioners’ 
HOME program.  The Federal Home Loan Bank and the Tampa Bay Community Development 
Commission also offer assistance to qualified homebuyers.  These loans are typically zero percent 
interest and forgivable after 5 or 10 years. 
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Post-Purchase Activities 

After purchase, most participants graduate from the FSS program, especially if homeownership was 
one of their goals (it is for almost everyone).  If participants are still working toward goals, they 
continue to meet with their FSS caseworker until their five-year contract ends.  Graduating from the 
FSS program usually does not mean that participants stop receiving voucher assistance. 

All homebuyers continue to meet with the PCHA staff person on an annual basis for as long as they 
are receiving voucher assistance.  She ensures they are still in compliance with all housing authority 
rules, documents income and household composition changes, and sets up annual HQS inspections 
and income recertifications. 

All purchasers are required to attend at least one session of post-purchase counseling at any of the 
agencies where they attended the homeownership counseling.  However, program staff do not verify 
attendance at post-purchase counseling and are unsure of how many homebuyers have actually 
attended. None of the focus group participants had attended post-purchase counseling or knew that it 
was required. 

Program Outcomes 

As of October 2005, 27 voucher homeownership participants had purchased homes through the 
PCHA voucher homeownership program.  One purchaser no longer needs the voucher assistance, and 
another was terminated from the program because of non-compliance with voucher program rules.  
The remaining 25 purchasers continue to receive assistance.  Five of these purchasers closed on 
properties in 2005, and 16 potential purchasers were active in the homeownership program at the time 
of the site visit. There have been no defaults, foreclosures, or resales, but there have been some 
problems with late payments under the two-payment model. 

Almost all homes purchased through the program thus far have been one or two-bedroom, single-
family detached structures built between the 1950s and 1980s.  Many of the homes are ranch or 
bungalow-style homes, although a few are manufactured homes or condominiums.  In general, homes 
observed during the site visit were well-kept, but a few were in poor condition and needed major 
repairs. There is little new development in the county, and the majority of houses date from the 
1970s.  Focus group participants report that the most desirable area in the county is Pinellas Park, the 
northeastern section of the county.  Although most purchasers try to find affordable homes there, only 
a few succeed. 

The neighborhoods visited during the site visit were of moderate quality.  Several homes purchased 
through the program were located on very busy streets close to major shopping centers or highway 
entrances. 

Focus group participants expressed tremendous satisfaction with being homeowners.  One participant 
was able to adopt her granddaughter after purchasing her home.  Another turned her garage into a 
third bedroom so her grandchildren could visit.  Homeowners in the focus group were well informed 
and said that PCHA and PSS staff adequately prepared them for homeownership.  They balanced the 
challenges of owning a home with the benefits, and all agreed that they would not sell their homes for 
a long time. 
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Lessons Learned 

Despite the constant staff transitions at the housing authority, program staff say their program has 
been successful.  They attribute their success to streamlined program administration.  For example, in 
prior years, many voucher program staff members were involved directly in each participant’s 
progress through the FSS program and toward homeownership.  Now, all potential homeowners are 
“turned over” to homeownership program staff once they begin the homeownership process.  In the 
three months since taking over the program, the two program staff have developed a system to keep 
files organized and communicate regularly with each other.  They have streamlined program 
operations and believe that, going forward, homebuyers will be able to move much more quickly 
through the program—and more participants will buy homes each year. 

Another characteristic of the program that staff believe contributes to its success is the motivation and 
determination of homeownership program participants.  After being on the FSS waiting list and 
completing one year of the FSS program, these homebuyers know what to expect and understand the 
responsibilities that lie ahead.   

Although PCHA staff consider their program to be successful, staff continue to encounter the 
following challenges: (1) the increasingly expensive housing market and low voucher payment 
standards; (2) developing relationships with outside partners, including lenders; and (3) need for 
additional guidance on the most efficient way to operate the program.  First, prices of housing in the 
area are increasing each year, and program staff do not believe homeownership candidates will be 
able to afford quality homes with the current payment standards and their incomes.  Although some 
participants have annual incomes of roughly $40,000, it is becoming harder to purchase good quality 
homes at that income level, even with the voucher subsidy.  Second, program staff have not 
established strong partnerships with lenders.  Going forward, they will have to do more to reach out to 
banks and develop relationships with key contacts.  Finally, both PCHA and PSS program staff 
suggested that they would benefit from additional guidance from HUD on how to operate the 
program, either in the form of a training program or technical assistance materials. 
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Waco, Texas 

Voucher Homeownership Program at a Glance:  Waco, Texas 

Total Size of PHA Housing Choice Voucher Programa 1,894 

Number of Active VHO Participants  Not Available 
(Not including those who have closed) 

Total Number of Home Purchases 21 

Average VHO Participant Incomea $13,920 

Average HCV Household Incomea $9,166 

Number of Foreclosures 0 

Current Number of Delinquent Payments or Mortgages in Default 0 

Other Sources of Assistance for Purchasers NHS, City of Waco Housing and 
Community Developmentd 

Market Characteristics 
Range of Purchased Houseb Prices $55,000 to $88,500 
Area Median House Valuec $106,700 

Unless otherwise indicated, the information for this table was collected during the site visit. 

aSource: HUD Resident Characteristics Report. 

bBased on a sample of 10 purchasers. 

cSource: 2004 American Community Survey. 

dSee Financing Model section in this case study for descriptions of these programs. 


Introduction 

The Waco Housing Authority (WHA) administers approximately 1,800 vouchers in McLennan 
County, Texas.  WHA began offering the voucher homeownership program in 1999 under the 
proposed rule.  The agency has been providing homeownership opportunities to low-income families 
through its HUD HOPE 3 and Family Self-Sufficiency programs (FSS) since the early 1990s.66  Staff 
view homeownership as an important part of long-term self-sufficiency and were eager to implement 
the voucher homeownership program.  At the time of the site visit for this study in July 2005, 21 
participants had purchased homes through the program. 

The majority of WHA’s purchases occurred during 2001 and 2002, with a slowdown in recent years.  
In the early years of the program, voucher participants benefited from an ample supply of reasonably 
priced housing units. In addition, WHA was able to attract a large pool of qualified homeownership 
participants by maintaining a separate waiting list for the voucher homeownership program.  
However, in 2004 HUD required WHA to eliminate the separate waiting list because HUD’s VHO 
program rules preclude the establishment of a separate waiting list for voucher homeownership.  

The HOPE 3 program was launched by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development in 1992 
to aid nonprofit and public agencies in acquiring, rehabilitating, and reselling single-family homes to low-
income families. 
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Program staff reported that this, together with the increasing credit problems of program applicants, 
has adversely affected both recruitment to the program and the number of purchases.  During the site 
visit in summer 2005 and in a follow-up telephone contact in February 2006, staff reported that few 
new participants are entering the Waco VHO program.   

Housing Market Conditions 

WHA administers vouchers to residents located in McLennan County, a region spanning over 1,000 
square miles in central Texas that includes the city of Waco.  In 2000, the median house value in the 
city of Waco was $66,400, approximately 40 percent lower than the national median of $111,800.67 

Although the median house value increased by 60 percent to $106,700 in 2004 as a result of strong 
economic growth in the area’s retail and industrial sectors, Waco nevertheless has one of the most 
affordable housing markets of the 10 sites in this study.68  Among a sample of 10 purchases made by 
program participants that were selected for review during the site visit, the average purchase price 
was $72,888, with a range of $55,000 to $88,500.  As shown in the chart below, in 2000, 
approximately 76 percent of owner-occupied units in Waco were valued at less than $100,000, within 
the potential price range of voucher program participants given the agency’s payment standards.69 

Home Values in 
Waco, TX 2000 

Less than $50k 17,232 36.3% 

$50k to $99k 18,804 39.6% 
$100k to $149k 6,125 12.9% 

$150k to $199k 2,922 6.2% 
$200k to 299k 1,464 3.1% 

300k and above 916 1.9% 

Total 47,463 100.0% 

Source: 2000 Census 

Program Development 

WHA staff were eager to implement the voucher homeownership program as soon as HUD issued the 
proposed rule in 1999 in order to take advantage of the flexibility the proposed rule afforded in 
program design.  Agency staff had already helped 16 public housing and voucher participants to 
secure homeownership through the FSS and HOPE 3 programs, and they were confident in their 
ability to operate homeownership programs.  The agency’s HOPE 3 grant period was also ending at 
this time, so voucher homeownership offered the agency another opportunity to increase 
homeownership options for residents.  

67 Data from the 2000 Census. 
68 Data from the Real Estate Center at Texas A&M University. 
69 For this case study, data on distributions of house prices are not available from the 2004 American 

Community Survey.  
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WHA management staff explained that developing and implementing the program did not require 
much initial effort, since the agency had already established a strong partnership with the 
Neighborhood Housing Services of Waco (NHS).  NHS had been providing homeownership 
education, downpayment and closing cost assistance, and help working with lenders for WHA’s 
HOPE 3 and FSS participants since the early 1990s.  When WHA started the voucher homeownership 
program, NHS worked with WHA to educate its network of lenders and other lenders in the 
community about the program. 

Program Management, Staffing, and Partnerships  

WHA staff work closely with the NHS to operate the voucher homeownership program.  WHA 
conducts recruitment, screening, Housing Quality Standards (HQS) inspections, and voucher 
administration activities, while relying on the NHS and its lender partners for counseling and 
mortgage financing.  WHA funds the voucher homeownership program entirely through voucher 
program administrative fees and does not pay NHS for its services.  NHS staff reported that they have 
been satisfied with their relationship with WHA.  Staff from both organizations meet on an as-needed 
basis. 

WHA has also partnered with two private developers, Weatherby Homes and Edanbra Development 
Corporation (EDC), to provide purchasers with a supply of affordable units.  WHA’s partnership with 
Weatherby Homes began prior to the start of the voucher homeownership program, while the 
partnership with EDC started after the program was developed.  Weatherby Homes and WHA 
initially worked with City of Waco officials to access closing cost and downpayment assistance funds 
for the voucher homeownership program.  However, the partnership with Weatherby Homes is no 
longer active. WHA staff report that they have been unable to get in contact with Weatherby staff 
since mid-2005 and do not know whether the developer is still in business.  Staff were not able to 
provide further details on the partnership with EDC. 70 

WHA staff estimate that 10 lenders have provided mortgages to WHA’s voucher homeownership 
participants. Seven of the 10 are based out-of-state, while three are local.  Program staff explained 
that NHS refers participants exclusively to local lenders, but the developers sometimes referred 
participants to out-of-state lenders.  While the local lenders have good relationships with the NHS, 
WHA staff have had very limited contact with any of the lenders that have participated in the 
program. 

Since becoming fully operational, there has been no change in the level of staffing resources devoted 
to the program.  WHA’s Special Operations Manager and Occupancy Specialist each spend 25 
percent of their time conducting intake and screening activities.  The Section 8 Director and Deputy 
Executive Director spend five to seven percent of their time reviewing loans and program policies.  
The Executive Director has a background in real estate and also spends about five percent of his time 
reviewing loan files prior to purchase. 

It does not appear that participants were steered toward these developers.  Instead, the developers’ units 
were presented as options they could explore.   
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Program Design 

Targeting and Outreach 

WHA’s voucher homeownership program is open to all voucher program participants who meet the 
minimum work and income requirements established by the final rule.  Staff determined that the 
federal eligibility criteria were sufficient and did not want to impose additional program requirements 
or focus their outreach toward any target population.  

Program staff explained that, during the start-up phase of the program, maintaining separate waiting 
lists for the voucher and voucher homeownership programs was critical to their success in recruiting 
program participants.  In 1999, WHA had over 1,000 applicants on the rental voucher waiting list 
and, therefore, developed a separate homeownership waiting list in order to allow qualified 
homebuyers to access vouchers more quickly.  The voucher homeownership program waiting list 
typically had 200 applicants, which provided an incentive for qualified families to apply for this 
component of the voucher program.  Having two waiting lists also allowed WHA to attract a pool of 
eligible and mortgage-ready applicants, although they also used traditional outreach methods such as 
mailing letters to current voucher holders and advertising through the FSS program.  

During a HUD site visit in May 2004, HUD informed WHA that federal policy prohibited the agency 
from maintaining a separate waiting list for the voucher homeownership program.71  WHA staff 
report that the restriction significantly limited their ability to recruit interested applicants, since 
demand for homeownership among current participants in the rental voucher program has been low.  
In addition, since WHA’s voucher waiting list has been closed since November 2003, staff were 
unable to expand their recruitment efforts to new families even before May 2004.  Approximately 
1,671 applicants were on the voucher waiting list as of July 2005; WHA plans to re-open the waiting 
list when the number of applicants falls below 1,000. 

Currently, WHA provides information about the voucher homeownership program at orientations for 
new voucher participants and mails fliers to voucher participants who are within six months of their 
annual recertification date.  New voucher participants interested in homeownership are invited to 
attend an orientation and one-on-one counseling session.  Current voucher holders only attend the 
one-on-one counseling session. Following the counseling session, program staff verify participants’ 
employment, income, and criminal history.  Staff also review participants’ credit reports before 
referring them to pre-purchase counseling.  Program staff estimated that 40 to 50 percent of 
participants who apply for the program do not meet the minimum income or employment 
requirements. 

Citing 24 CFR part 982, subpart M, HUD’s final rule on the voucher homeownership specifies that “…a 
PHA may not maintain separate waiting lists for special housing types [of which voucher homeownership 
is one] or provide a selection preference based on a family’s willingness to use the housing choice voucher 
for a particular special housing type.”  See Federal Register, Volume 65, No 177, September 12, 2000, p. 
55149. 

Voucher Homeownership Study:  Waco, Texas Case Study 126 

71 



Homeownership Counseling 

WHA staff refer participants to NHS for homebuyer education and counseling.  Participants start their 
homebuyer education by attending a one-on-one counseling session with an NHS homebuyer 
counselor. During the session, the counselor works with participants to review their income and 
credit history, and discuss the costs and benefits of homeownership.  If participants decide to continue 
pursuing homeownership, the counselor works with them to develop an Action Plan.  The counselor 
then refers participants to courses in financial literacy and homebuyer education. 

Although the financial literacy course is recommended for all participants, it is not mandatory.  NHS 
offers the course on a weekly basis in four, three-hour workshops.  Topics covered include budgeting, 
credit issues, and consumer rights.  The financial literacy course uses the "Money Smart" curriculum 
provided by the FDIC and certified by HUD.  Participants must pay a $25 fee for the class.  The 
homebuyer education course is a free, eight-hour, one-day session covering the home search process, 
inspections, and maintenance.  Guest speakers participate in both the financial literacy and 
homebuyer education sessions. 

Participants in the voucher homeownership program attend classes alongside NHS’s non-voucher 
clients and meet individually with program counselors as needed.  NHS staff explained that they try 
to ensure that participants understand the consequences of leaving the voucher rental program and the 
responsibilities that homeownership entails.   

We interviewed one WHA participant about her program experience.72  She said that she had attended 
the financial literacy and homebuyer education training and that the workshops were very helpful.  
She explained that the classes taught her how to manage her credit and debt payments.  She noted 
that, “before, I was in so much debt I couldn’t afford a house if the City gave it to me.  I learned to be 
self-sufficient.” After attending the NHS workshops, the participant reported that she had reduced 
her debt so that she owed money only for student loans and car payments. 

Although an NHS homeownership counselor interviewed suggested that the classes were effectively 
preparing participants for homeownership, she also suggested that the classes would be improved if 
students were forced to be more engaged in class discussions.  She added that it can be more difficult 
for students in the homebuyer education workshops to learn from each other, compared with students 
taking other NHS courses, since the homebuyer education courses take place in single rather than 
multi-day sessions.  She also noted that it is difficult to design classes that communicate effectively to 
clients with varying educational backgrounds.   

Home Search and Inspections 

After participants complete pre-purchase counseling, they are ready to choose a lender and real estate 
agent. While NHS staff do not steer participants to any particular lenders or real estate agents, the 
agency does have a large display of business cards and brochures at NHS’s front entrance that 
participants may use to help identify contacts.  Neither NHS nor WHA offers any formal search 
assistance. 

While all WHA purchasers were invited to the focus group, only one participant attended the session. 
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WHA staff and their partners agreed that voucher homeownership participants have little difficulty 
finding affordable, good quality homes in the city of Waco and McLennan County.  Most participants 
find a home within 30 days and purchase single-family, detached units.  Of the 21 units purchased so 
far, 19 were newly constructed.  Fourteen of the new homes were purchased from Weatherby Homes, 
two from EDC, and three from other for-profit developers.  Since the majority of the homes were 
newly built, there have been minimal HQS issues.  Only one of the 21 homes failed the HQS 
inspection during the first attempt.  Staff also said that the independent inspections have not identified 
any major problems. 

Lenders 

WHA staff estimate that 10 lenders have worked with voucher homeownership participants to date.  
Seven of the 10 lenders are located out-of-state, while three are local.  The local lenders are Austin 
Loan Corporation, First Preference, and Wells Fargo.  Austin Loan Corporation is no longer in 
business.73  Staff explained that participants typically used out-of-state lenders if they purchased a 
unit through Weatherby Homes or EDC, as these developers have their own lender referrals.  NHS 
only refers participants to local lenders. 

WHA staff have limited contact with lenders.  Lenders have not contacted WHA staff to discuss 
housing assistance payment (HAP) verification or other HAP-related issues.  In addition, while WHA 
staff have notified lenders that they should contact WHA if there are any late payments or other 
issues, no lenders have contacted WHA to date. 

Financing Model 

WHA’s voucher homeownership program has Sample Purchase Transaction: Waco, Texas 
been using the single-mortgage model to 
finance purchases made through the program, 

Buyer’s Annual Income: 
Purchase Date: 

$6,500 (as of 9/27/2004) 
7/31/2002

treating the HAP as income.  During summer Costs to Buyer: 
2005, WHA changed its Administrative Plan so − Purchase Price: $65,000 

that lenders have the option of using the HAP − Closing Costs: $4,532 

as a direct offset to the monthly mortgage 
payment when using Federal Housing 

Sources of Financing: 
−  1st Mortgage: 
−  2nd Mortgage:  

$58,058 (7.5%, 30 yrs) 
$7,800 (3.0%, 30 yrs)* 

Administration (FHA) lending products. No − Grants: $3,023 (city) 

participants have used this HAP as offset model − Buyer Cash Down: $669 

to date. Staff explained that they made this Monthly Mortgage Payments: 

change to reflect the new underwriting policy − Total PITI: 
− HAP to offset PITI: 

$595 
$564 

issued by FHA in July 2005 and to give − Buyer’s PITI portion: $31 

participants access to larger mortgages if − Buyer’s share of 

needed. PITI as a percent of 
gross monthly income: 6% 

*This loan is deferred for five years, then amortized over 30 
years. 

We were unable to reach staff at Wells Fargo to discuss their experience.  We spoke with a senior-level 
staff person at First Preference.  She reported that she was unaware of First Preferences’ involvement with 
the voucher homeownership program and suggested that a former employee may have closed a loan in 
2002 for a WHA participant. 
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The agency currently sends the HAP directly to the participant to promote a sense of independence 
and responsibility.  However, following the new FHA regulations, WHA will send the HAP directly 
to the lender if the HAP as offset model is used. 

Most participants obtain a below-market rate, 30-year first mortgage, with additional subsidies funded 
by NHS and the City of Waco’s Housing and Community Development department (WHCD).  NHS 
and the WHCD both offer grants and loans that subsidize downpayment and closing costs.  NHS 
provides grants that average $5,000 per participant and loans that range from zero to five percent 
interest. WHCD provides subsidies that range from $9,000 to $14,000.  NHS requires a minimum 
$500 or two to three percent of the purchase price for downpayment, but does not require participants 
to invest any of their personal funds toward this minimum downpayment requirement.  NHS staff 
indicated that, while they encourage participants to save money for maintenance and repairs, they 
were unaware of any participants who had done so. 

NHS works with lenders and WHA to approve mortgage underwriting for program participants.  NHS 
has an underwriting committee that reviews every loan to ensure that participants are offered 
reasonable rates and terms.  Balloon payments and adjustable rate mortgages are not allowed.  After 
NHS’s review, the file is forwarded to WHA for final review.  WHA’s Executive Director has a 
strong background in real estate and reviews each participant file prior to purchase.  Another program 
staff member has also started attending real estate finance classes so that she can be involved in the 
loan review process. 

The one participant interviewed for this report said that it was easy for her to obtain financing, but 
difficult to work with an out-of-state lender.  The participant had selected a lender based on the 
options provided by Weatherby Homes.  According to the participant, “I worked with Washington 
Mutual and was calling them in Arizona, California, and Kentucky.”  She said that, while she felt the 
lender was responsive, sometimes it took four to seven days before they returned her calls.   

Post-Purchase Activities 

While WHA’s program does not require post-purchase counseling, participants can request individual 
counseling from NHS or WHA staff on an as-needed basis.  None of the voucher homeownership 
purchasers has requested post-purchase counseling to date, although the one participant interviewed 
indicated that she was interested in learning more about post-purchase issues.  She thought that post-
purchase counseling seemed important: “I didn’t know about changes in taxes and insurance...  A 
dream home can become a disaster if you’re not ready.”  At the time of the site visit, NHS staff 
reported that they were in the process of developing a formalized post-purchase counseling 
component and expected an increase in clients receiving post-purchase education. 

After purchase, WHA meets with participants only for their annual recertification.  WHA does not 
perform post-purchase HQS inspections.  WHA staff expect lenders to contact them if there are any 
issues with participant loan payments, although none have done so thus far.  
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Program Outcomes 

As of July 2005, 21 WHA participants had purchased a home with a voucher subsidy, and 
approximately 45 participants had completed homebuyer training.  Of the 21 purchases, six 
participants no longer receive a voucher because their incomes have increased beyond the subsidy 
phase-out point, one participant was terminated from the program, and 13 participants continue to 
receive voucher assistance.  Staff explained that WHA had terminated one participant because she 
had moved without notifying the housing authority. The lender foreclosed on her property shortly 
after the termination occurred. 

The majority of WHA’s purchases occurred during the first two years of the program.  The program 
experienced a “cream of the crop” effect, with mortgage-ready participants purchasing early in the 
program.  The remaining participants have been working to resolve credit issues or have dropped out 
of the program because of credit issues.  Staff reported that the lack of a separate voucher 
homeownership waiting list has limited their ability to recruit eligible and mortgage-ready 
participants. They expect the program to remain fairly small, with 20 purchases in total over the next 
four to five years. 

Other than the foreclosure mentioned above, WHA staff have not been informed about any missed 
payments.  However, a WHCD staff member said that she was aware of one situation in which a 
participant had been at risk of foreclosure because she had missed several payments.  The participant 
had applied for foreclosure prevention assistance program through WHCD. 

The neighborhoods visited during the site visit were of fair quality.  Many of the participants had 
purchased newly constructed units located within several blocks of an existing public housing 
development.  The majority of the homes were very well-kept and the neighborhoods were 
convenient to schools, grocery stores, and churches.  

The participant interviewed for the study reported that she was very satisfied with the home that she 
had purchased in 2001, but noted several issues. She reported that she had purchased her home while 
it was still under construction and had been promised that it would include French doors and a 
carport. However, the finished house did not include these features, and the developer was 
unresponsive to her complaints.  

Since moving into her new home, the participant had also experienced sharp increases in property 
taxes, which increased her overall homeownership expenses.  She described feeling “uneasy with the 
financing terms…it seemed reasonable at first and then taxes went up.  I would like to start saving a 
little more money for escrow but it’s hard.”   

Overall, the participant was quite pleased with her new neighborhood, reporting that the 
neighborhood had improved significantly since she first moved in.  There had been prostitutes and 
drug dealers in the area until she and several neighbors formed a neighborhood watch group. The 
group met with the City to request additional lighting for the street.  She reported that, as a result of 
these efforts, children can stay out later to play and people can sit in their yards more comfortably. 
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Lessons Learned 

WHA attributes the early success of its program to their knowledgeable staff and local partnerships 
with NHS, Weatherby Homes, and WHCD.  Staff have been pleased with their homeownership 
outcomes, but acknowledge that they have been challenged to recruit a steady pool of qualified 
candidates for the program now that they no longer can maintain a voucher homeownership waiting 
list. When asked why interest among current voucher holders seems to be low, staff did not offer any 
suggested reasons.  Outreach efforts to potentially qualified participants are limited because the 
waiting list for the entire voucher program currently is closed.  Credit issues are a barrier for both 
potential applicants and program participants who have not yet purchased.  

In order to expand the pool of qualified candidates, WHA staff suggested that HUD modify the 
voucher program targeting rules to allow participants with slightly higher incomes to qualify for the 
voucher program.  Allowing a greater share of participants with incomes over 30 percent of the area 
median income to receive vouchers (above the 25 percent now permitted) would increase the pool of 
applicants qualified for the voucher homeownership program. 

Staff also reported that they were interested in developing a stronger relationship with their lenders.  
The housing authority currently has very limited contact with lenders, and many of participants have 
borrowed from out-of-state lenders.  Although WHA staff have requested that lenders notify them if 
issues arise, the fact that this has not happened so far is a source of concern.  
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Exhibit A-1:  Characteristics of Case Study Sites, Ordered by Median House Value in 2004 
 
Site Name Waco Indianapolis Bernalillo County Lorain Pinellas County 
Jurisdiction Waco, TX Indianapolis, IN Bernalillo County, NM Lorain County, OH Pinellas County, FL 
           
 2000 2004 2000 2004 2000 2004 2000 2004 2000 2004 
Total Population 213,517 NA 782,414 766,094 556,678 582,643 284,664 285,464 921,482 905,599 
% Pop. In Rural Areas 25.1%   1.0% -- 4.3% -- 16.3% -- 0.1% -- 
% Pop. In Poverty 16.8%   11.6% 13.0% 13.5% 14.3% 8.7% 14.6% 9.8% 10.3% 
Median HHold Income ** $33,560   $40,051 $39,815 $38,788 $40,977 $45,042 $44,711 $37,111 $39,513 
                
Homeownership Rate 60.2% NA 67.8% 60.6% 63.6% 67.1% 74.1% 71.6% 70.8% 70.6% 
Homeowner Vacancy Rate 2.4%   2.5% 3.6% 2.1% 1.3% 2.0% 0.6% 0.2% 0.9% 
Rental Vacancy Rate 6.8%   10.9% 13.8% 11.7% 8.7% 7.3% 3.2% 9.6% 7.2% 
                
Age of Housing Stock                
   1990 to 2000 (or later) 15% NA 14% 20% 21% 28% 13% 17% 10% 12% 
   1980 to 1989 18%   14% 14% 19% 16% 7% 6% 21% 18% 
   1940 to 1979 58%   56% 48% 57% 53% 62% 59% 65% 67% 
   1939 or earlier 8%   17% 18% 4% 3% 18% 18% 4% 3% 
                
Value of Owned Units                
   Less than $50K 36% NA 13% 8% 8% 4% 6% 1% 20% 11% 
   $50K to $99K 40%   40% 32% 24% 17% 34% 22% 41% 21% 
   $100K to $149K 13%   30% 33% 36% 41% 32% 38% 19% 23% 
   $150K to $199K 6%   9% 13% 17% 21% 14% 19% 9% 18% 
   $200K to $299K 3%   5% 8% 10% 9% 10% 12% 6% 14% 
   $300K and above 2%   3% 6% 5% 8% 3% 8% 5% 13% 
                
Median House Value 
(all owner-occupied units) * $66,400 $106,700 $96,600 $112,924 $123,200  $136,168 $113,800 $136,556 $85,600 $137,900 
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Exhibit A-1:  Characteristics of Case Study Sites, Ordered by Median House Value in 2004 (continued) 
 

Site Name Montgomery County New Hampshire Chicago Fulton County Los Angeles 
Jurisdiction Montgomery County, PA State of NH Chicago, IL Fulton County, GA Los Angeles, CA 
           
 2000 2004 2000 2004 2000 2004 2000 2004 2000 2004 
Total Population 750,097 751,097 1,235,786 1,261,970 2,895,964 2,719,290 816,006 782,858 3,694,834 3,745,742 
% Pop. In Rural Areas 3.5% -- 40.8% -- 0.0% -- 2.1% -- 0.2% -- 
% Pop. In Poverty 4.3% 5.3% 6.4% 7.6% 19.2% 21.0% 15.2% 18.4% 21.7% 18.0% 
Median HHold Income ** $60,829 $64,190 $49,467 $55,580 $38,625 $40,656 $47,321 $45,920 $36,687 $40,682 
                
Homeownership Rate 73.5% 77.8% 69.7% 72.6% 43.8% 48.5% 52.0% 55.6% 38.6% 40.9% 
Homeowner Vacancy Rate 1.2% 0.3% 1.1% 0.8% 2.3% 3.1% 3.2% 4.7% 2.2% 0.8% 
Rental Vacancy Rate 5.7% 5.5% 3.5% 6.0% 6.3% 12.1% 7.5% 12.8% 3.8% 2.6% 
                
Age of Housing Stock                
   1990 to 2000 (or later) 13% 17% 13% 16% 5% 6% 22% 32% 6% 7% 
   1980 to 1989 12% 11% 22% 20% 4% 4% 18% 16% 11% 11% 
   1940 to 1979 55% 51% 41% 40% 53% 49% 51% 46% 66% 63% 
   1939 or earlier 20% 21% 24% 25% 38% 41% 9% 6% 17% 18% 
                
Value of Owned Units                
   Less than $50K 1% 1% 8% 6% 3% 1% 5% 1% 2% 1% 
   $50K to $99K 13% 7% 25% 7% 24% 9% 23% 8% 5% 1% 
   $100K to $149K 30% 15% 32% 13% 26% 15% 15% 14% 17% 3% 
   $150K to $199K 25% 17% 18% 18% 20% 18% 14% 16% 22% 6% 
   $200K to $299K 18% 25% 12% 29% 15% 22% 18% 21% 22% 16% 
   $300K and above 12% 35% 6% 27% 12% 34% 26% 39% 32% 72% 
                
Median House Value 
(all owner-occupied units) * $158,900 $182,619 $127,500 $216,639 $144,300 $225,247 $175,800 $235,313 $215,600 $414,645 
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